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Even more shocking was that such a transfer of power would be authorized by
President Clinton when the Commerce Department could not even control breaches
of security within its own building. Thanks to an anonymous tip in October 1996,
shortly af‘{er authority for export controls on technology was shifted to the Com-
merce Department, Judicial Watch discovered that Ira Sockowitz, a former Special
Assistant in the Commerce Department’s Office of General Counsel, removed 136
files containing classified satellite encryption data from a safe in his former office
after he had had left OGC to work at the Small Business Administration.55
Sockowitz had worked at OGC under Ginger Lew, a confidante of John Huang, then
joined Lew at the SBA after she left OGC for that agency. Sockowitz’ replacement
at OGC, Jeffrey May, allowed Sockowitz unsupervised access to the safe in his
former office, apparently allowing Sockowitz to remove the classified satellite
encryption data.(356)

The sensitivity of this information is immeasurable—encryption data are used by
U.s. intelli%ence to keep instructions sent to communication satellites, including in-
structions for nuclear missiles, secret.®5?) Undoubtedly, the documents Sockowitz
took with him contained information extremely vital to U.S. national security—and
likewise invaluable to rival nations. Despite this alarming security breach, the Clin-
ton Justice Department decided in a matter of only weeks without any real inves-
tigation, that there was no case against Sockowitz. It came to this astonishing con-
clusion without even questioning Lew or his replacement at OGC, Jeffrey May.(358)
In pursuing its own case against the Clinton Commerce Department, Judicial Watch
may have uncovered how these secret files were used. Both Sockowitz and Lew were
involved in the process of selecting participants for trade missions.?3® In fact,
Sockowitz was put in charge of screening companies seeking to participate in trade
missions. One such mission was the now-controversial 1994 trade mission to China
during which Loral’s Bernard Schwartz began a business relationship with a Chi-
nese government official that would ultimately lead to U.S. satellites being launched
(()31}11 Chinese rockets and the possibly unlawful transfer of missile technology to the

inese.

At his deposition in Judicial Watch’s lawsuit, Sockowitz admitted that he kept
classified materials, as well as documents concerning trade missions, in the safe in
his Commerce Department office at OGC.36% Sockowitz also admitted that he took
some of these documents from the Clinton Commerce Department—including docu-
ments that were responsive to Judicial Watch’s FOIA requests—and stored them in
another safe at the SBA.3¢) Lew, Sockowitz’s boss, testified that she knew of no
reason why Sockowitz would have taken these documents with him, because they
would be of no value to anyone at the SBA.362)

On November 5, 1996, the Court ordered that Sockowitz’s safe at SBA, which al-
ready had been taken into custody by special agents from the SBA’s Office of Inspec-
tor General (“IG”),363) was to be inventoried by Commerce Department officials no
later than November 13, 1996. The Court also ordered that Sockowitz's safe and
computer at the Commerce Department remain in the custody of the Commerce De-

artment IG, pending further order from the Court. The resulting inventory of

ockowitz’s safe at SBA revealed that not only did it contain documents responsive
to Judicial Watch’s FOIA requests, but also highly sensitive, classified national se-
curity intelligence data on China, Russia and India, as well as the highly sensitive
satellite encryption and telecommunications data previously mentioned.6% Some of
these materials were ultimately turned over to the Central Intelligence Agency.
When another ngrmi:tation sought aceess to some of these same documents through
FOIA, both the Commerce Department and the National Security Agency stated, in
sworn affidavits, that the release of these documents “could harm national secu-
rity.”65)

Accordinito Nolanda Hill, Secretary Brown was also worried about Sockowitz’ ac-
tivities at the Commerce Department:

Q: And I believe you told me that Ira {Sockowitz] funneled information
to others, that Ron was aware of that?

A: I don’t believe I used those words.

Q: What words did you use?

A: He—Ron—Secretary Brown was concerned that that might be happen-
ing.366)

Additional questioning of Hill, and the later deposition of Lauri Fitz—Pegado, an-
other close confidante of Secretary Brown who traveled with him on nearly every
trade mission, and the Commerce Department’s Director of the Foreign Commercial
Service, revealed what may have happened with the highly sensitive satellite
encr¥pgon and telecommunications data misappropriated by Sockowitz. Ms. Hill
testified:
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Q: You knew that Ira Sockowitz had been close to (top Commerce official)
Laurie Fitz—Pegado at the Commerce Department from your discussions
with Ron?

A: Not close. I mean—

Q: Or had worked with her in some way?

A: T knew that he—she had worked—that he had worked with her,

es.(367)

Aty the July 18, 1997 and August 1, 1997 deposition of Fitz—Pegado, Judicial
Watch discovered that she and at least three (3) other former Clinton Commerce
Department employees, who also had access to top-secret classified information, left
Commerce and went to work for Iridium World Communications, Ltd.c6® Iridium
is a multi-billion dollar company that is building a global wireless communication
network that will enable subscribers to communicate using handheld telephones and
pagers virtually anywhere in the world.¢®® Iridium’s global network operates
through combining a series of low-orbit satellites with land-based wireless systems.
The sixty-six (66) low-earth-orbit satellites communicate with each other through
encrypted messages. Iridium is owned, in part, by state-controlled entities in China,
Russia and India.370 These are the same three (3) countries that were the subject
of classified intelligence data secretly removed by Sockowitz from the Clinton Com-
merce Department and stored in his safe at the SBA.G7D

Obviously, Iridium stood to benefit enormously from the sensitive satellite
encryption and telecommunications data that Sockowitz apparently removed from
his safe at the Clinton Commerce Department and later kept in his safe at the SBA.
Also, Fitz—Pegado seemingly had few qualifications for either her Clinton Commerce
Department position, or her Iridium position, and ostensibly was hired because she
was a close confidante of Secretary Brown and had accompanied him on trade mis-
sions.72 It is more likely that Fitz—Pegado and her staff were extremely attractive
to Iridium and its foreign joint-venture partners because they had access to top-se-
cret, classified national security information while at the Clinton Commerce Depart-
ment.

The Clinton Administration’s transfer to the Commerce Department of the power
to control exports of highly sensitive technology, without even minimally adequate
measures to properly protect that information, raises serious national security ques-
tions. Moreover, the revolving door uncovered by Judicial Watch raises the addi-
tional concern that highly sensitive information may have already been com-
promised. Were the individuals at the Clinton Commerce Department approving
technology transfers to China on behalf of, or to aid companies tgey planned to work
for after leaving the government?

C. The Infamous 1994 Trade Mission Trip to China

Press reports indicate that the Clinton White House expended substantial effort
on the 1994 trade mission to China.t373 The most likely reason for this substantial
effort is because during the trip, the Lippo Group, John Huang’s former employer,
the Chinese Government, and Entergy Corporation, a company with offices in Ar-
kansas, successfully concluded negotiations for the building of a power plant in
China.374 According to Ms. Hill, Secretary Brown was ordered by Clinton to further
the negotiations on behalf of Huang’s Lippo Group. In attendance on the China trip
were Melinda Yee, the mission’s official note-taker who later testified at her Judicial
Watch deposition that she destroyed all of her notes, Ira Sockowitz, who would later
remove classified satellite encryption data and classified national security intel-
ligence on China, Russia and India from his office at OGC, and Bernard Schwartz,
Chief Executive Officer of Loral.37%

Sockowitz reportedly claimed that he did not recall seeing Huang or Yee on the
trip, but did recall sitting next to Bernard Schwartz at a dinner in Beijing with Chi-
nese officials.®’® Huang reportedly pushed for Schwartz to be on the China trip,
and Secretary Brown reportedly arranged a meeting between Schwartz and a top
official of China’s Ministry of Post and Telecommunications.®?”) Schwartz later re-
called that the meeting “helped open doors that were not open before.” 378 Soon
after the trip, Schwartz won the satellite transmission rights for a multi-billion dol-
lar mobile telephone network in China.37® Schwartz also reportedly lobbied hard
to get satellite export control authority moved from the State Department to Com-
merce, and contriﬁuted heavily to the Democratic Party in the process. Indeed, he
has provided some $1.9 million to Democrats since 1992, and was the party’s larg-
est, single donor in 1997.

In the months before Loral received the Clinton Administration’s permission to
launch a satellite from China, Schwartz reportedly attended three events inside the
White House with President Clinton.8 He was also under scrutiny at the time for
earlier assistance to China that U.S. officials feared improperly aided the com-
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munist country’s missile program. Some believe Loral may well have passed sen-
sitive satellite launch data to China Aerospace, an entity that is controlled by the
People’s Liberation Army, which, perhaps not coincidentally, is also an owner of
Iridium. In fact, the Pentagon recently reported that Loral's data disclosure
“harmed” national security.

D. Commerce Official’s Diaries Detail Information of “State Secrets”

In addition to the top secret documents taken by Ira Sockowitz from the Clinton
Commerce Department,381) Judicial Watch also uncovered that Secretary Brown’s
Chief of Staff, William Ginsburg, recorded classified information in “personal” dia-
ries he kept in his office. The Clinton Administration itself admits that Ginsberg’s
allegedly “personal” diaries detailed “state secrets,” including information on sat-
ellite surveillance, intelligence personnel and capabilities, and notes of a meeting of
the National Security Council on an unnamed foreign country, among other “na-
tional security” information.(82) The similarities between the contents of the diaries
andkthe materials taken by Sockowitz, notably the secret satellite information, are
striking.

Gins%urg’s 12-volume diaries, consisting of 3,600 pages, could prove to be the “Ro-
setta stone” of how the Clinton Commerce Department operated under Secretary
Brown. The diaries detail John Huang’s attempts to maintain a security clearance
after leaving the Clinton Commerce Department,383) and concerns about Clinton
donor/China trade mission participant Bernard Schwartz of Loral. The Associated
Press recently reported a key detail in the Ginsburg diaries concerning Schwartz’s
connection to the Clinton Commerce Department:

Sometimes the relationship was a little too close for comfort.

When Loral was in the process of buying Unisys Corp.’s defense division in
1995, the Commerce Department’s chief of staff [William Ginsberg] wrote
in his diary of concerns that a big donor like Schwarz might be seeking an
audience with top department officials at a time when he needed to resolve
a federal contract dispute involving Unisys during the deal.

“Key: not to talk to Loral (Bernard Schwartz) re this,” then-Commerce chief
of staff William Ginsberg wrote.38%

The Ginsberg diaries are currently in limbo, as the Clinton Commerce Depart-
ment and Gins erf “fight” over whether the diaries belong to the government or to
Ginsberg personally.38%) In the meantime, it is “beyond dispute that a top Clinton
Commerce Department official was recording top secret information into what he
considered at the time to be his personal diaries, which he later removed without
authorization from the Department. And as with the secreting of top secret data by
Ginsberg’s colleague Ira Sockowitz, this potentially serious breach of national secu-
rity was uncovered only through Judicial Watch’s refusal to be thwarted by the
Chinton Administration’s obstruction of justice in this case. It was not discovered by
Janet Reno and her Justice Department.

E. More Chinese Ties—Johnny Chung.

Another Clinton donor tied to the Chinese Government is Johnny Chung. Chun,
recently admitted that he funneled at least $100,000 of the $300,000 he receive
from Chinese military intelligence to Democrat causes in the summer of 1996. The
conduit for the money was Liu Chao-ying, whose father was the head of China's
military at the time the donations were made to the DNC.(86)

Chung likely achieved his China connections through the Clinton Commerce De-
partment. According to The Washington Post, investigators have searched through
‘fragments of data gathered from U.S. intelligence surveillance intercepts and busi-
ness records” to trace the relationship between Chung and his Chinese military pa-
trons:

The documents also trace the history of their partnership, showing how
Chung’s political donations—which ultimately totaled $366,000 and were all
eventually returned by the Democratic National Committee—led directly to
meetings with Commerce Department officials. They suggested he attend a
U.S. trade mission in Beijing, where Chung was introduced to senior Clin-
ton administration officials, as well as the network of Chinese executives
that would eventually include Liu.

* * * * *

The same month as his donation to the party, Democratic operatives intro-
duced Chung to then-Deputy Assistant Commerce Secretary Jude Kearney,
who in turn suggested that Chung join a Commerce Department trade mis-
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sion to China, according to Chung’s %roposed testimony—or proffer—to the
Senate investigators. (Kearney said through an attorney that he did not re-
call making that suggestion, but did not dispute Chung’s account.)

The trip was Chung’s first visit to China. Indirectly, it led to Chung’s meet-
ing witﬂ Liuand, in a previously unreported twist on the campaign finance
scandal, to his hooking up with another Democratic fund-raiser, Yah Lin
“Charlie” Trie, who was indicted earlier this year on charges that he ille-
gally funneled foreign money to the Democrats.

Chung made the trip at his own expense and was not listed as a member
of the official U.S. dglegation, but Kearney met him at the Beijing airport
and escorted him to a restaurant where they met Trie’s wife, Chung’s prof-
fer said. Kearney then took Chung to a hotel where they met then-Com-
merce policy official Melinda Yee, the proffer said. Chung later attended
functions where he met with government officials and executives from the
United States and China, and had his picture taken with Commerce Sec-
retary Ronald H. Brown.387"

Clearly, the Clinton Commerce Department trade mission to China in 1994 was
a confluence of illegal fundraising and illicit deal-making—which lead eventually to
likely breaches of national security including a massive attempt by a foreign power
to subvert the electoral process in the Uniteg States. At best, this is serious malfea-
sance by the Clinton Administration. At worst, and more likely, the Clinton Admin-
istration’s disinterest in breaches of national security was purposeful—so as to allow
the campaign fundraising operation run out of the Clinton White House and Com-
merce Department to proceed unchecked. It is thus clear that the campaign fund-
raising abuses at the Clinton Commerce Department, ordained and then covered-
up by the Clinton White House, gave rise to likely breaches of national security.

F. More Chinese Ties—Charlie Trie

Yet another Clinton donor with links to the Clinton Commerce Department is
Charlie “Yah Lin” Trie, who is under investigation for funneling illegal foreign dona-
tions to the DNC.8®) Trie also helped the Chinese communist arms dealer Wang
Jun to gain access to a fundraising coffee with President Clinton.(89

Documents uncovered by congressional investigators demonstrate the nexus of
money, access and China at the Clinton Commerce Department:

A key ally [of Trie’s], according to the documents, was Jude Kearney, a dep-
uty assistant secretary in the Commerce Department’s International Trade
Administration.

énhpctober 1993, Trie helped shepherd Kearney, a fellow Arkansan, around
ina.

“It was very helpful to have someone around who knew the ropes,” Kearney
wrote Trie after the trip.

In June 1994, Kearney joined Trie’s business associates and guests at a
table at a Democratic National Committee fund-raising dinner while Trie
sat at Clinton’s table. That fall, according to the documents, Kearney sup-
ported a reguest by Trie to host a party for the participants on a U.S. trade
mission to China. {(em‘nr_\y said last year he couldn’t recall whether Trie ac-
tually ever hosted the party. In February 1995, Trie sat at first lady Hillary
Rodham Clinton’s table at another Democratic fund-raiser.

The documents show that in September 1995, Kearney asked the U.S. Em-
bassy in Beijing to invite Trie to events with Mrs. Clinton during her trip
to China. Upon Trie’s return to the United States, he attended a White
House dinner with other large Democratic givers, including postal union
leader Moe Biller, Miramax %ilms co-chairman Harvey Weinstein and oil
executive Roger Tamraz, who was raising money for Democrats while being
wanted in Lebanon on bank fraud charges.

Later Trie joined a Commerce Department discussion of Asian issues with
the chief executive officers of Boeing, Lockheed Martin and other companies
and such federal policymakers, including Deputy Commerce Secretary
David Barram and Small Business Administrator Philip Lader. And in Jan-
uary 1996, Kearney and Trie both attended a meeting of the Chinese Asso-
ciation for Science and Technology.(3®)

Judicial Watch uncovered that Trie had regular access to Deputy Assistant Sec-
retary Kearney, meeting with him several times.%!> Kearney’s secretary, Christine
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Sopko, testified that the schedule and agenda for the 1994 trade mission to China
was faxed to Trie from Kearney’s office and that Trie, who had no security clear-
ance, may have had access to classified documents in Kearny’s office.(392) Even more
worrisome is that Kearney’s office in the Clinton Commerce Department had a back
door through which individuals could come and go unseen by the staff outside.(93)

Trie is now under indictment for “purchasling] access to high-level government of-
ficials in the United States by contribution and soliciting contributions to the
DNC.”#4 The Clinton Justice Department, which issued the indictment, has yet
to charge any of the officials who accepted or benefitted from Trie’s bribes.

V. Conclusion

Judicial Watch will continue to pursue its investigation, but Congress must, none-
theless, act. The Clinton Commerce Department has essentially pled nolo contendre
to Judicial Watch concerns about the shredding of documents, perjury, and the out-
right refusal to produce documents in response to court orders. In an extraordinarily
desperate legal move, the Clinton Justice Department, speaking for the Clinton
Commerce Department, asked the Court to close the Judicial Watch case by enter-
ing a judgement against itself. The Clinton Commerce Department has offered to
do a “second searci" for trade mission documents and pay Judicial Watch, usin,
taxpayer money, at least $2 million dollars in attorneys’ fees and costs. Judicia
Watch will not be bribed, especially with taxpayer funds, and has opposed this Clin-
ton Administration ploy to make the investigation into the illegal sale of trade mis-
sion seats go away.

Instead, Judicial Watch has asked the Court to beg‘in immediate criminal con-
tempt proceedinfs against those who have obstructed justice in this case—namelﬁ’,
Clinton agents Leon Panetta, John Podesta, Melissa Moss, Jude Kearney and oth-
ers.

In the meantime, more documents corroborating that illegal fundraising occurred
at the Clinton Commerce Department emerged just recently. The documents, memos
from Clinton Commerce official Sally Painter (Melissa Moss’s deputy in Commerce’s
Office of Business Liaison), are more “smoking guns.” One memo, dated January 24,
1994, indicates that Painter “will be meeting with Eric Silden of the DNC on" 1/24
to discuss key business types that we want %or the database and other interactions
that should take place.”®%) Another document by Silden also confirms the DNC
proviged donor names to the Commerce Department.396) The Associated Press re-
ported:

But in a Jan. 13, 1994, electronic-mail memo to his colleagues at the DNC,
staff member Eric Silden reported that Commerce official Sally Painter had
called “to ask for a list of candidates for a trade mission to Russia.”

Silden’s e-mail suggested that DNC staffers use a list of suggested partici-
pants for a trade mission to Belgium as a starting point for coming up with
a list for the Russia trip.39"

Based in part on these new documents, the Court authorized a subpoena for more
Commerce records and computers, and authorized the depositions of key Clinton
fundraisers Terry McAuliffe and Marvin Rosen, among other DNC officials.398)
McAuliffe and Rosen were two of the Clinton fundraisers implicated in wrong-doin,
by Nolanda Hill in her court testimony on the trade mission sales.%% The DNC wil
now have to turn over more documents that could further expose the DNC-Com-
merce—White House illegal fundraising apparatus.

A separate Judicial V&atch case, against the Clinton-appointee-dominated Federal
Election Commission (“FEC”), could also further expose the scheme to sell trade
mission seats for political contributions to the light of day. Having already uncov-
ered the sale of seats on Clinton Commerce Department trade missions, Judicial
Watch filed a complaint with the FEC on August 26, 1996, to investigate and take
appropriate action to redress this illegal activity. Without taking any action for a
[\;ear and a half, the FEC casually dismissed Judicial Watch’s complaint on Decem-

er 15, 1997. As a result, Judicial Watch filed suit.

Ironically, while commencing controversial investigations into GOPAC and other
alleged illegal Republican campai%l finance abuses, the General Counsel of the
FEC, Lawrence Noble—a partisan Democrat—moved to have Judicial Watch’s com-
plaint dismissed, claiming, with great bombast, that it was frivolous and, in echoes
of prior acts of intimidation by the Clinton Administration, that Judicial Watch’s
Chairman, Larry Klayman, should be sanctioned.“®

The Court strenuously disagreed and found that the FEC’s inaction, in the face
of serious allegations of bribery, were “inexplicable.” The Court, in denying Mr. No-
ble’s motion to dismiss and motion for sanctions, took the added step o entering
Jjudgment itself (i.e., sua sponte) against the FEC. In so doing, the Court gave the
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FEC 120 days, or until early November 1998, to decide how it would handle Judicial
Watch’s allegations. The Court also noted that, “{flor some reason [perhaps because
its enforcement arm is run by a Democrat, General Counsel Lawrence Noble], the
FEC is attempting to thwart a review of [Judicial Watch’s] charges. . . .” @D
Senator Jogn McCain, the Chairman of the Senate Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation (which has oversight responsibility for the Clinton
Commerce Department), has also recently expressed concern about the evidence of
the sale of the Clinton Commerce Department seats and its link to national secu-
rity:
When the decision makers are cloaked in the shadows of impropriety, we
lose confidence. When I see memos such as this one (MEMO RE WHITE
HOUSE ACTIVITIES), advertising how favors such as inclusion in Depart-
ment of Commerce trade missions can be bought for a campaign contribu-
tion, I can’t help but wonder whether the same agency can be trusted to
make responsible decisions regarding national security.(#02

A reasonable analysis of the documentary and testimonial evidence unearthed by
Judicial Watch would indicate that President Clinton and First Lady Hillary
Rodham Clinton were heavily involved in the theft of government resources to sell
for contributions for President Clinton’s re-election bid. This fundraising push, to
the degree it involved individuals such as Clinton-hire John Huang and policies
such Clinton-approved hi-tech transfers to China through Commerce, compromised
our nation’s security. The President’s two White House deputies, then—Chief of Staff
Leon Panetta and Deputy Chief of Staff John Podesta, ordered the late Commerce
Secretary Ron Brown to cover-up these crimes. Clinton’s agents at Commerce and
the Department of Justice did their level best to accomplish this.

If it were not for Judicial Watch’s exposure of John Huang; if it were not for Judi-
cial Watch’s refusal to walk away with $2 million in taxpayer dollars offered by
Clinton’s agents; if it were not for Judicial Watch’s investigations that have uncov-
ered key documents and witnesses such as Nolanda Hill, and if it were not for a
diligent and alert Court, then the President, his appointees, and agents might have
gotten away with this criminal enterprise.

The overwhelming evidence of President Clinton’s illegal activities related to the
Commerce trade mission sales are now before this Congress. We respectfully re-
quest, in the context of expected impeachment proceedings on other serious issues,
that Congress consider whether the actions of this President and his appointees in
this matter also warrant his impeachment and removal from office.(403

PART IV
TRUST-GATE

Crimes and Other Offenses Relating to The Presidential Legal Expense
gﬁsélghat Warrant Impeachment and Removal from Office of President
nton

The Presidential Legal Expense Trust (the “Trust”) was established by private
trustees on behalf of Bill and Hillary Clinton in June 1994.¢%04 It was allegedly es-
tablished to pay the President’s legal fees incurred in defending against the numer-
ous scandals of his Administration, as well as the private litigation brought against
him, i.e.,, the Paula Jones lawsuit. In fact, the Trust was an illegal scheme, unlaw-
fully soliciting and/or receiving something of value for the President, which violated
the anti-bribery laws of the United States. Indeed, members of Congress have recog-
nized the “grave legal and ethical questions” raised by the President’s Trust.s In
Sﬁ doing, they pointed to the sweeping prohibition in 5 U.S.C. § 7353(a), which states
that:

[Nlo Member of Congress or officer or employee of the executive, legislative,
or judicial branch shall solicit or accept anything of value. . . .40

They also noted that the implementing regulations carrying this prohibition into
effect make the point even clearer.<*” Those regulations address the standards of
ethical conduct for employees of the Executive Branch, and state that “an employee
shall not, directly or indirectly, solicit or accept a gift.” (4°® According to Congress-
{)nan Cox and Congresswoman Pryce, “[ilt would be difficult to draft a clearer prohi-

ition.” 409)

It was also quite clear to most commentators at the time, including Paul Gigot,
that influence peddlers would use the opportunity to effectively bribe the President
and Mrs. Clinton:
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Now that President and Mrs. Clinton have established their Legal Expense
Trust, I'm thinking about writing a check for $500. Since Mr. Clinton we
will be informed of my gift, maybe I'll get that interview he’s somehow al-
ways resisted. Come to think of it, if I doubled by gift to $1,000, maybe I'll
get Hillary too.

* * * * *

Indeed, that's why Congress passed a law (5 U.S. Code 7363) that says ex-
ecutive branch officials can’t “solicit or accept” gifts from people whose in-
terests they might affect. In view of this ban, I asked a senior White House
official for the defense fund’s legal rationale.

* * * * *

All of this goes beyond law to the power and conduct of the presidency. By
so blithely ignoring the law, the Clinton White House has again shown how
easily it will cut ethical corners. And by begging for money, it undermines
the president’s credibility and demeans his office. Which is why someone
else should try to restore presidential dignity. First someone could sue to
test the legality of the defense fund.«10

On August 4, 1994, Judicial Watch brought suit challenging the Trust, creatively
alleging that the actions of the trustees, in providing advice to the President and
Mrs. Clinton on the workings of the Trust, were tantamount to a federal advisory
gommittee, and thus either needed to be completely open to public scrutiny, or shut

own.(411)

Because the trustees chose not to make the Trust’s operations public, Judicial
Watch pressed its case to a conclusion. While finding that the Trust was not subject
to the Federal Advisory Committee Act(4!2 because it was a private, not govern-
mental, activity, the Honorable Royce C. Lamberth of the U.S. District Court for the
District of Columbia ruled that it nevertheless raised “major public policy, legal and
ethical questions,” which he could not reach under his jurisdiction.43

Ironically, by finding the Trust to be a private activity, the Court effectively “in-
dicted” it, as his ruling thrust it into the realm of criminal activity. Consequently,
Judicial Watch requested that Attorney General Reno investigate the matter and
appoint an independent counsel. She refused to do so.¢414

t was later discovered, as predicted, that the Trust was indeed a convenient con-
duit for attempted bribery. It eventually became known to the public that hundreds
of thousands of dollars were being laundered into its accounts by Charlie Trie,
money which came from foreign, possibly Communist Chinese sources.!5 As a re-
sult, the Trust was closed as of January 1, 1998.¢416)

However, a few weeks later on February 17, 1998, a new Trust was established,
which is even more illegal than the first.(41? The Office of Government Ethics (an
office that serves at the pleasure of the White House) found that the first Trust
could receive but not solicit; the second Trust now solicits as well.*!®) Indeed, a
number of fat-cat donors, including Hollywood moguls such as Steven Spielberg and
Barbara Streisand, have pumped huge amounts of cash into the operation.#!9) It is
undoubtedly only a matter of time until it is again revealed that influence peddlers,
such as Charlie Trie and his Chinese benefactors, have found a new way to infil-
trate the second Trust. Indeed, at the time that Charlie Trie was laundering Chi-
nese money into the first Trust, he was also seeking and obtaining confidential com-
munications from the President, undoubtedly for his Chinese benefactors, about
American intentions over the then-brewing international crisis in the Straits of Tai-
wan, 420

That these defense funds were simply an illegal means to raise money through
influence peddlers, and not a genuine attempt to pay the President’s legal bills, was
even conceded by presidential adviser Dick Morris, who correctly questioned why
Bill and Hillary Clinton could not simply take out bank loans at market rates, and
pay the loans back after they left office. Then, they will obviously benefit from mul-
timillion dollar book deals, speaking engagements, and others sources of income,
which will make them wealthy beyond expectations.

Last Sunday, The Washington Post reported Clinton’s chief fundraiser, Terrence
McAuliffe (who also participated, according to Nolanda Hill, in the illegal sale of
seats on Commerce Department trade missions) has been enlisted to raise more ille-
gal funds to pay a possible settlement in the Paula Jones lawsuit.(42) The Presi-
dent’s “chutzpah” and penchant for being bought by illegal influence peddlers appar-
ently knows no limits.

The legal defense funds of the Clintons are tantamount to a violation of the brib-
ery provision of Section 4, Article 2 of the U.S. Constitution, which states:
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Section 4—All civil offices forfeited for certain crimes

The President, Vice President and all civil Officers of the United States,
shall be removed from Office on Impeachment for, and Conviction of, Trea-
son, Bribery, or other high Crimes and Misdemeanors.

“Bribery” is:
The offering, giving, receiving, or soliciting of any thing of value to influ-
ence action as official or in discharge of legal or public duty.

Black’'s Law Dictionary 239 (rev. 4th ed. 1968). The President has unlawfully so-
licited and received enormous sums of money and other things of value from persons
who obviously want something in return. This is simply illegal.

CONCLUSION

In the last four years, Judicial Watch has uncovered substantial and credible evi-
dence that warrants an impeachment inquiry concerning the activities of President
Clinton and his agents. The serious violations of personal privacy rights, witness in-
timidation, national security breaches, and bribery, graft and obstruction of justice
perpetrated by this Administration against the American people cannot be ad-
dressed and rectified through censure, or even impeachment, however. To prevent
this from ever happening again, Congress should not only vote articles of impeach-
ment, and convict the President, it must require that criminal prosecutions follow
any such removal from office.

While Judicial Watch’s cases and investigations are continuing, so too must the
inquiries undertaken by, and in progress before, the U. S. Congress. Now is the time
for all concerned Senators and %epresentatives to put partisan politics aside, and
move aggressively and seriously to clean up the rampant corruption which is de-
stroying the very fabric of our democratic government.

Respectfully submitted,
LARRY KLAYMAN,
Chairman & General Counsel.

THOMAS J. FITTON,
President.

ALLAN J. FAVISH,
Senior Attorney.
JUDICIAL WATCH, INC.
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Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HYDE. The gentlewoman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Let me inquire—and 1 appreciate Mr. Barr’s
courtesy to Mr. Schippers—if any of us wanted to extend such a
courtesy to Mr. Lowell for any personal comments he might desire
to make, could we do so within the record?

Mr. HYDE. Yes, absolutely.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Chairman, parliamentary inquiry. Will Mr.
Schippers appear in the record as a statement of Mr. Schippers or
Mr. Barr?

Mr. BARR. Mr. Barr.

Mr. FRANK. Mr. Schippers’ statement will appear as Mr. Barr’s
statement?

Mr. BARR. Yes.

Mr. FrRANK. Have we passed the copyright legislation yet, Mr.
Chairman?

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I have not finished my inquiry.
The other inquiry was just an additional question on the Constitu-
tional Subcommittee and the joining of other members, the meeting
of the Constitutional Subcommittee and other members being:

Mr. HYDE. All members may attend the meeting of the Constitu-
tional Subcommittee, and it will be up to the chairman of the Con-
stitutional Subcommittee to determine their participation in the
proceeding.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Ms. WATERS, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HYDE. I would like to finish my business, if I may, just for
one moment.

The members will be given 2 days, as provided by the House
rules, in which to submit additional dissenting or minority views.
Without objection, the staff is directed to make technical and con-
forming changes.

Mr. Conyers.

Mr. CoNYERS. Thank you. I am hoping that the Constitutional
Subcommittee will never schedule meetings that conflict with the
full committee’s meetings on this same subject. I urge the chair-
mand of the subcommittee to please keep that in the front of his
mind.

Mr. HYDE. I think that is an excellent suggestion.

I move that the committee adopt the rules of procedure for the

impeachment inquiry which the members have before them and
which the clerk will designate.
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The CLERK. House Committee on the Judiciary Impeachment In-
quiry Procedures.

Mr. HYDE. I ask unanimous consent that further reading of the
rules be dispensed with.

HOUSE COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY IMPEACHMENT INQUIRY PROCEDURES

The Committee on the Judiciary states the following procedures applicable to the
presentation of evidence in the impeachment inquiry pursuant to H. Res. ____, sub-
ject to modification by the Committee as it deems proper as the inquiry proceeds.

A. The Committee shall conduct an investigation pursuant to H. Res. ___.

1. Any Committee Member may bring additional evidence to the Committee’s
attention.

2. The President’s counsel shall be invited to respond to evidence received and
testimony adduced by the Committee, orally or in writing as shall be deter-
mined by the Committee.

3. Should the President’s counsel wish the Committee to receive additional
testimony or other evidence, he shall be invited to submit written requests and
precise summaries of what he would propose to show, and in the case of a wit-
ness, precisely and in detail what it is expected the testimony of the witness
would be, if called. On the basis of such requests and summaries and of the
record then before it, the Committee shall determine whether the suggested evi-
dence is necessary or desirable to a full and fair record in the inquiry, and, if
so, whether the summaries shall be accepted as part of the record or additional
testimony or evidence in some other form shall be received.

B. If and when witnesses are to be called, the following additional procedures
shall be applicable to hearings held for that purpose:

1. The President and his counsel shall be invited to attend all hearings, in-
cluding any held in executive session.

2. Objections relating to the examination of witnesses, or to the admissibility
of testimony and evidence may be raised only by a witness or his counsel, a
Member of the Committee, Committee counsel or the President’s counsel and
shall be ruled upon by the Chairman or presiding Member. Such rulings shall
be final, unless overruled by a vote of a majority of the Members present.

3. Committee counsel shall commence the questioning of each witness and
may also be permitted by the Chairman or presiding Member to question a wit-
ness at any point during the appearance of the witness.

4. The President’s counsel may question any witness called before the Com-
mittee, subject to instructions from the Chairman or presiding Member respect-
ing the time, scope and duration of the examination.

C. The Committee shall determine, pursuant to the Rules of the House, whether
and to what extent the evidence to be presented shall be received in executive ses-
sion.

D. The Chairman is authorized to promulgate additional procedures as he deems
necessary for the fair and efficient conduct of Committee hearings held pursuant to
H. Res. , provided that the additional procedures are not inconsistent with these
Procedures, the Kules of the Committee, and the Rules of the House. Such proce-
dures shall govern the conduct of the hearings, unless overruled by a vote of a ma-
jority of the Members present.

E. For purposes of hearings held pursuant to these rules, a quorum shall consist
of ten Members of the Committee.

F. Information obtained by the Committee pursuant to letter request, subpoena,
deposition, or interrogatory shall be considered as taken in executive session unless
it is received in an open session of the Committee. The Chairman is authorized to
determine whether other materials received by the Committee shall be deemed exec-
utive session material.

I yield to the gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman and members, I have reviewed the
rules and the procedures that are involved, and if there are any of
them to be passed out, maybe some of our members would like
them. We have had them already.

Mr. HYDE. They were before.
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Mr. CONYERS. Let us say that it is critical that the subpoena
power is shared between the chairman and the ranking member,
that the rules track the Watergate provisions; and on this score, we
are quite satisfied with the procedures.

I would urge that the members join in support.

I would like to particularly thank the chairman and his Chief of
Staff, Tom Mooney, for the cooperation that they gave to our staff
in crafting this important set of rules.

Mr. HYDE. I want to thank the ranking member and thank his
staff for their cooperation, as well.

The question occurs on the motion to adopt the committee rules.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. HYDE. Ms. Lofgren.

Ms. LOFGREN. Very briefly, I will vote for these rules. But I
would like to note that how we will operate is not just the rules
we adopt, but how we act. These are the same rules that were in
use in 1974.

I would note that in 1974 that never once was a subpoena re-
quested by either side appealed to the full committee. I am hopeful
that that cooperation would again be the pattern of this proceeding.

I yield back.

Mr. HYDE. I thank the gentlewoman.

The question occurs on the motion to adopt the committee rules
of procedure.

All those in favor vote aye.

Opposed, no.

Without objection——

Ms. WATERS. No.

Mr. HYDE. One no. The ayes have it.

Without objection, the staff is directed to make technical and
conforming changes.

The committee stands adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 7:58 p.m., the committee adjourned.]
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